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Abstract 
 The researcher conducted a case study with an eighth-grade beginning English speaker to 
determine whether inclusion of all components of the SIOP model produced the best results for 
acquisition of academic vocabulary in the content area of social studies. The researcher 
conducted a six-week intervention in which the student was instructed using various components 
of the SIOP model during each two-week session and assessed at the beginning and ending of 
each two-week session. The researcher found that the student was able to acquire the most new 
academic vocabulary when it was the only skill explicitly taught. This study raises questions 
about the best ways to instruct English language learners in academic vocabulary, and whether 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Introduction 
 English Language Learners (ELLs) represent an increasing population in United States 
schools. Teachers have struggled with finding the best ways to teach these students, especially in 
the area of vocabulary instruction. Research has shown that students in these groups often remain 
behind their peers throughout their schooling (Johnson, 2002). When using the Sheltered 
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) model (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2008), teachers plan 
to teach both content and language objectives within a lesson. As part of these objectives, 
teachers plan to instruct their students in content vocabulary, process or function vocabulary, and 
English structure.  The author will be working with a Chinese-speaking eighth grade student. The 
author will conduct a study to determine how teaching content vocabulary, process vocabulary 
and English structure affects student achievement in each of these areas.  
Description of the School 
 Sunnyside Secondary School serves 1,150 students in grades seven through twelfth 
grade. Sunnyside consists of both a Middle and High school though the students are somewhat 
separated throughout the day. Sunnyside is part of Blooming School District, a suburban 
Midwestern school district which serves over 4,714 students in 6 schools. The district consists of 
15.2% minority students, 13.0% economically disadvantaged, and 8.6% of students have 
disabilities. Currently 1.1% of students in the district are identified with limited English 
proficiency (LEP). At least ten different languages are spoken by students in the district. The 
district’s graduation rate is 97%. In general, Sunnyside Secondary School reflects the 
demographics of the district, with 13.5% minority students and 1.5% of the population are LEP.  
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Programming Model 
 Sunnyside is one of two secondary schools in the district. Sunnyside and one of the 
elementary schools together employ a part-time ELL teacher and a part-time ELL instructional 
assistant. Generally, the ELL teacher co-teaches in the classrooms of the ELLs who have the 
lowest English proficiency. The ELL teacher also provides instruction in small groups, students’ 
English Support class, and works with individual students during study halls. The assistant goes 
to the lowest proficiency students’ classes with them to assist them in understanding content. The 
school also has a period before school called Extended Learning Opportunity (ELO) during 
which students may get help from teachers.  
Decision-Making Processes 
 In general, the ELL program in the school district is very new, as the district has not had 
a high ELL population in the past. In recent years they have seen an increase. Most of the ELLs 
have been serviced by instructional aides prior to this year. Generally, the ELL teacher is 
responsible for making decisions as to how instruction will be carried out in the ELL program. 
The teacher works with the building principals to determine how best to serve the students. The 
ELL teacher also meets regularly with 2 district administrators and 1 building administrator who 
has a background in ELL. Together they form an ELL committee which makes major decisions 
for the district’s ELL program. In general, the district is receptive to making changes and 
adapting this program as necessary.  
Policies and Procedures 
 The district conducts a Home Language Survey as required by state law to determine 
which students may qualify for Limited English Proficient (LEP) services. District staff then 
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assesses the language proficiency of these students using the Assessing Comprehension and 
Communication in English State-to-State for English Language Learners (ACCESS). The 
ACCESS is administered by an English language learner (ELL) teacher or a school psychologist 
who has been trained. The district may also examine prior academic records, information on 
classroom performance and course grades. Students are then classified as Levels one-six, with 
Level six being fully proficient and no longer requiring ELL services. However, due to the 
limited professional ELL staff, in general students who are level 3.5 and above do not receive 
services unless they appear to be struggling. Staff is responsible for maintaining assessment 
records and reports.  
 The district also has policies in place regarding the academic assessment of LEP students. 
Decisions regarding academic performance are made on an individual basis. The teachers, 
principal, and ELL teacher are involved in making those decisions and then communicate them 
with the LEP student’s parents. LEP students participate in state-required tests as required by 
law. The district makes accommodations for LEP students participating in state-required tests, 
such as translation of directions, provision of small group or individual testing opportunities, 
allowing additional time, and allowing the use of dictionaries or educational aids unless it would 
invalidate the test.  
 According to state law, the school is responsible for providing LEP students with 
effective instruction and appropriate supports that meet their needs. The student is usually exited 
from the ESL program when he or she reaches a level five. The district must then monitor the 
exited students for two years by documenting classroom progress and teacher observation forms 
(No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Title III, ESEA). 
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Staffing Information 
 In the Blooming School District, 59% of teachers hold a Master’s degree or higher 
degree. Generally a class is made up of 20 to 30 students. Besides content area teachers, staff 
also includes art, music, and physical education teachers, a reading specialist, a math specialist, 
an ELL teacher, library staff, guidance counselors, school psychologist, and special education 
and speech/language teachers. For the 2012-2013 school year, 98.3% of teachers were fully 
licensed, while 1% held an emergency license and 0.7% were not licensed.  
Description of Student Population 
  Sunnyside consists of a large (87%) White population, with the remainder of the 
population being 5.8% Asian, 4.0% Hispanic, 1.8% Black, 0.8% American Indian, 0.6% 
identifying as two or more races, and 0.2% Pacific Islander. The racial/ethnic demographics are 
compared in Table 1 (Wisconsin Information System for Education (WISEdash) (2014). 
Table 1 
Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity 2012-2013 

















1, 150 0.8% 5.8% 1.8% 4.0% 0.2% 87.0% 0.6% 
  
As shown in Table 2, Sunnyside has 15 LEP students who speak Spanish, Chinese, and 
other languages. These students make up 1.3% of the total student population. The ELL students 
make up a small percentage of the total population.  
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Table 2 









1,150 5 5 5 
 
Student Language and Academic Data 
 As indicated in the previous section, an equal amount of students at Sunnyside speak 
Chinese, Spanish, and other languages. Figure 1 shows the achievement on state tests of LEP and 
English Proficient (EP) students.  The EP students scored well above state average, whereas the 
majority of LEP students scored at the minimal level. No data is available comparing ACT 
scores of LEP vs. EP students at this time, however, the average scores for the district are above 
the state average. 
 
Figure 1. New Berlin West Middle/High School Academic Achievement 
 












SSS ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT-WSAS 
READING & MATH 
minimal basic proficent advanced
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Summary of Best Practice Research 
 There is much research to support the instructional design of the SIOP Model 
(Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2009) which includes instruction in content (academic) vocabulary, 
process vocabulary, and English structure (grammar). Chen, Ramirez, Luo, Geva, & Ku (2012) 
as well as Liu & Shaw (2001) examined how various sociocultural factors contributed to ELLs’ 
acquisition of academic vocabulary. Liu & Shaw (2001) also studied psycholinguistic factors. 
Rezaei & Dezhara (2011) studied how affect and student preference affected acquisition of 
vocabulary while reading. Kieffer & Lesaux (2012) also contributed to this body of research by 
defining multiple dimensions of vocabulary that were measurable as well as learning differences 
among populations of ELLs.  
 Many other researchers highlighted best practices in teaching vocabulary to language 
learners. Carlo, et. al. (2004) and Townsend & Collins (2006) described effective vocabulary 
interventions for ELLs, while Gersten & Baker (2000) synthesized over 15 years of research to 
determine best practices for teaching ELLs.  
 The SIOP Model (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2009) includes not only content and process 
vocabulary, but also instruction in English structure. Much of the research available about 
teaching grammar, or English structure, to ELLs centers on feedback. Ellis, Loewen & Erlam 
(2006) studied how implicit vs. explicit feedback provided to ELLs would impact their 
acquisition of English grammar. Munro & Stephenson (2009) discussed how response cards 
could be used to provide teachers with feedback about student learning and how they affected the 
type of feedback teachers gave to students. Finally, Aguirre-Muñoz, Park, Amabisca, & 
Boscardin (2008) discussed why grammar should be taught explicitly and the type of feedback 
necessary for student progress. .  
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 All of these studies highlight the need for quality instruction for ELL students. The 
results of these studies show that many best practice strategies benefit all ELL students, 
regardless of primary language and sociocultural factors. Therefore, all teachers would be wise 
to employ some of the best practice strategies in the field, such as the Sheltered Instruction 
Observation Protocol (SIOP) model (Echevarria, et. al., 2008). In the next section, the author will 
briefly explain the SIOP model and give an overview of the project. 
Overview of Project 
 In the SIOP model, each lesson consists of both language objectives and content 
objectives. Included in the language objectives for vocabulary are content words, process or 
function words, and English structure. This requires the teacher to plan specifically how to teach 
each of these objectives. In this project, the author plans to work with small groups of bilingual 
third grade students of varying abilities in science class. The author will work with these students 
for eight weeks. 
  At the beginning of the study, each student will be given a pre-test on the content 
vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure to be learned in the first two weeks. 
During the first two-week period, students will receive science instruction as usual. During the 
second two-week period, students will only receive instruction in content vocabulary. At the end 
of the each two-week period, students will take a post-test assessing all three objectives. Students 
will then take a pre-test assessing content vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure 
to be taught in the next unit. During the second two-week period, students will receive 
instruction in content vocabulary and process vocabulary. Following this period, students will 
again take a post-test assessing all three objectives. Finally, students will be given a pre-test 
assessing content vocabulary, process vocabulary and English structure to be taught in the final 
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two-week period. During this period, students will receive instruction in all three areas. 
Following this period, students will take a post-test assessing all three objectives.  
 This study aims to answer the question: Does explicit instruction in content vocabulary, 
process vocabulary, and English structure affect student achievement in each of these areas? The 
author’s hypothesis is that students will demonstrate the most growth in each area during the 
final two-week period when all three objectives are explicitly taught. The author also speculates 
that some students may demonstrate growth in English structure even when it is not explicitly 
taught during the first two periods.  
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, ELLs in the content-area classroom will benefit from research in the area 
of vocabulary instruction as it relates to content areas such as science. As more schools move 
toward a model of ESL instruction that supports classroom teachers in the content areas, 
effective vocabulary will become an essential part of that instruction. The author hypothesizes 
that students will demonstrate the greatest growth when explicitly instructed in content 
vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure. Therefore the author intends to instruct 
ELL students in the content area of science while meeting each of these language needs and 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Introduction 
 When discussing my English Language Learner students with other staff, an oft-repeated 
phrase I hear is “he/she just needs vocabulary”. Indeed, vocabulary is often an obstacle for ELLs 
when learning in any content area. Echevarria, Vogt & Short (2008) suggest we teach academic 
vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure in each sheltered English lesson. Other 
researchers have investigated what the best practices are for teaching vocabulary, what other 
sociocultural, sociolinguistic, and other factors contribute to vocabulary acquisition, and how 
English structure is taught and the importance of feedback in the teaching of English structure. 
As teachers, we should be aware of the best practice research and do our best to implement it in 
teaching vocabulary. We also must be cognizant of factors outside of our control that may 
contribute to a student’s vocabulary and grammar learning. Finally, we should ensure that we are 
providing the necessary feedback to students in order to help them develop their English 
proficiency.  
Best Practice Research in Vocabulary Instruction for English Language Learners 
 The first step in designing effective vocabulary instruction or in examining one’s own 
practice, is to consider what is within our collective control as educators, and that is how we 
teach our students. Educators should take into consideration research describing effective 
instructional practice in vocabulary for English language learners. Research indicates several 
factors are important for ELLs’ vocabulary development and contribute to an effective 
instructional program. The following research summarizes best practice for ELLs, how to 
address their vocabulary needs, and specifically, effective instruction for academic vocabulary.  
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Author’s Purpose. 
 Gersten & Baker (2000) conducted a three part research synthesis entitled “What We 
Know about Effective Instructional Practices for English-Language Learners”. The authors set 
out to examine the most current research on best practices for ELLs in elementary and middle 
school. The synthesis consisted of three parts: professional work groups, literature search and 
review, and data analysis. Gersten & Baker (2000) hoped that this three-pronged approach would 
help them narrow and define the most effective ways to teach English language learners.  
Sample. 
 This type of research synthesis did not necessarily have a sample for the entire study. 
However, one part of the research consisted of the formation of professional work groups. These 
five work groups consisted of a combination of researchers, administrators, teachers (including 
bilingual, special, and general education), psychologists, and staff developers. The five groups 
were located in Virginia, California, Washington, D.C., Florida, and Arizona, respectively. Each 
group consisted of six to thirteen professionals. The makeup of each professional group as far as 
administrators, teachers, etc. varied from group to group.  
Process. 
 Gersten & Baker (2000) conducted a research synthesis with three parts. The first part 
was the professional work groups described above. These groups met for between five and seven 
hours. The authors provided the professionals with six discussion stimuli. For example, one of 
the propositions was “Explicit strategy instruction is required on how to access native language 
abilities and skills when learning content in English” (Gersten & Baker, 457, 2000).  
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 The second part of the synthesis included a review of literature. The review included both 
qualitative and quantitative studies on kindergarten through eighth grade ELLs that had been 
done since 1985. They also searched for literature that would describe the classroom 
environments that would benefit ELLs. They finally reviewed nine intervention studies and 15 
descriptive studies. The authors also studied documents such as curriculum from districts with 
large numbers of ELLs and Federal policy documents. 
 The third part of the synthesis consisted of a data analysis. The goal of this final part was 
to make comparisons between data sources that included the professional work groups, studies, 
and government documents. The authors used the principles of significant input, triangulation, 
constant-comparative method, conscious juxtaposition, rival hypotheses, and reciprocal 
translation in order to fully analyze all of this data. 
Findings. 
 Most of the current approaches to teaching language operate from a philosophy that 
students can acquire language while learning academic content. This is the approach supported in 
Sheltered Instruction as advocated by Echevarria, et.al. (2009). According to the research that 
was done in the professional work groups, many of the professionals felt that “sheltered 
instruction often leads to sacrifices in learning English” and that many group members felt that 
teachers tended to emphasize content learning over English language acquisition (Gersten & 
Baker, 459, 2000). Many of the professionals noted that there was no strategy for teachers of 
content areas to teach language, but that they simply hoped it was an incidental benefit for their 
ELLs. One problem that all of the groups identified was that there was inadequate time for 
English-language development. The teachers felt that this was because they had a lot of pressure 
to cover certain standards in their content area and did not have the class time to focus on 
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language, and also that there was no system in place to teach ELLs the necessary skills in 
English. The authors concluded that an effective program would include helping students learn 
how to use English according conventions of grammar and syntax. Gersten & Baker (2000) 
concluded that rather than hoping language acquisition would be an incidental benefit of learning 
in a content area, professionals involved in the instruction of ELLs should blend oral language 
and intellectual engagement and provide time each day for ELLs to work on all aspects of 
language development.  
 The authors’ analysis of research indicated that frequent and clear feedback was an 
essential part of any program. They also found that using techniques such as pre-teaching 
vocabulary, building background knowledge, and providing explicit instruction followed by 
guided practice were the most effective for ELLs because they increased student engagement and 
the quality or quantity of feedback provided by the instructor. The authors also studied two 
models for language acquisition: Instructional Conversations (Goldenberg, 1992-1993; 
Echevarria, 1995 as cited in Gersten & Baker, 2000) and Cognitive Academic Language 
Learning Approach (CALLA; Chamot & O’Malley, 1996 as cited in Gersten & Baker, 2000). 
They found that CALLA did not have a strong reading outcome possibly due to the focus on oral 
language development, and that Instructional Conversations had negative reading comprehension 
outcomes. Based on Gersten & Baker’s (2000) analysis, they identified five specific critical 
elements of instruction. These included building vocabulary, using visuals as reinforcement, 
cooperative learning strategies, strategic use of native language, and “modulating cognitive and 
language demands” (Gersten & Baker, 2000).  
 Finally, a theme emerged regarding the confusion about the role or oral language. Many 
of the professionals in the work groups stressed their perception of the importance of students 
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getting enough oral language practice. Many of the studies reviewed reported classroom 
environments with surprising low rates of oral participation from the students. However, other 
research suggested that increased student dialogue can lead to discussions with minimal 
academic content. In other words, while the students might be increasing their oral language 
proficiency, they are not always increasing their knowledge of the content, and these may be two 
separate goals.  
Implications. 
 According to Gersten & Baker (2000) the results of their synthesis have several 
implications for ELL teachers, content area teachers, and administrators developing an ELL 
program. One of these is that we must see language growth and academic growth as two separate 
and distinct goals. Finally, they conclude that a good ELL program would include a focus on the 
development of proficiency and fluency in English, a component that addresses the conventional 
grammar of English, and learning new academic content. This fits closely with the SIOP model 
which focuses on academic vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure. However, it is 
clear from both the outcomes of the professional work group and this author’s own experience, 
that if content area teachers are to implement such a structure, the administration will need to 
invest resources into proper training and development of the staff and the curriculum.  
  English language learners face a challenge when it comes to learning academic content 
along with their peers while acquiring the English language at the same time. Often academic 
content areas come with their own set of technical vocabulary that all learners must master in 
order to synthesize the content. Gersten & Baker (2000) stressed an emphasis on both content 
and language, yet as they pointed out in their research, there were many factors that contributed 
to whether this was being implemented effectively or not. Carlo, et.al. (2004) addressed how the 
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needs of ELLs could be met within the mainstream classroom, specifically with regards to 
vocabulary.  
 Author’s Purpose. 
 Carlo, et.al. (2004) contends that there is an achievement gap between Anglo and Latino 
learners, and that little has been done to research an effective vocabulary program to teach 
English language learners (ELLs). In their study “Closing the gap: Addressing the vocabulary 
needs of English-language learners in bilingual and mainstream classrooms” they examined a 
specific intervention to teach vocabulary. The intervention tested by the authors dealt with the 
complexity of word meaning and included: literal meaning, various connotations, syntactic 
constructions into which it enters, the morphological options it offers, and a rich array of 
semantic associates, including synonyms, antonyms, hypernyms, hyponyms, and words with 
closely related yet contrasting meanings, as well as capacity for polysemy” (Bloom, 2002; Nagy 
& Scott, 2000 as cited in Carlo, et.al., 192, 2004). The authors conducted a 15-week intervention 
designed to answer “key questions about what words to teach, how often they should be 
presented, what aspects of word knowledge to focus on, and what instructional activities to use” 
(Carlo, et.al., 192, 2004). 
Sample. 
 The participants included 254 bilingual and monolingual students from fifth grade 
classrooms in California, Virginia, and Massachusetts. The California students included a large 
population of Mexican American children. The Massachusetts sample included mainly Puerto 
Rican and Dominican students, and the Virginia school included many students from the 
Caribbean and Central America as well as many other languages and some English-only 
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speakers. Of the participants, 142 were ELLs and 112 were monolingual English speakers. 
Ninety-four ELLs and 75 monolinguals were part of the intervention; the other students served as 
a control group.  
Process. 
 English Language Learners and monolingual students worked in collaborative groups. 
Teachers were provided with information about vocabulary acquisition as well as training in the 
strategies to use to enhance vocabulary instruction. Students were randomly assigned to either 
the experimental treatment or the control group. Ten classes received the treatment and 6 served 
as comparisons. Students in the comparison classrooms received normal instruction that was part 
of the school curriculum. The year before the intervention, the activities were piloted at the three 
schools which gave the authors opportunities to refine the intervention itself. Students were then 
tested in the fall and the spring on vocabulary and reading comprehension. 
 During the 15-week intervention, ten to 12 words were introduced each week. Students 
received instruction for 30-45 minutes four days each week. After four weeks of instruction, the 
fifth week was a review week. The curriculum was centered on the topic of immigration, and 
used newspaper articles, diaries, historical, and fictional accounts. There was also a weekly test 
and a few homework assignments each week. Each week followed a similar predictable pattern: 
On Monday, the teacher gave the Spanish speakers the text ahead of time in Spanish to preview 
before the whole class read it in English. On Tuesday, the teacher would introduce the article and 
the vocabulary words, and used an activity teaching students to find meaning of some of the 
words in context. On Wednesday, students worked in groups of four to six to complete cloze 
tasks. On Thursday, the lesson focused on tasks to develop depth of word knowledge and 
children worked in small groups. On Fridays, activities might include cognate awareness, root 
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word analysis, or derivational awareness, and again students worked in small groups. Teachers 
were provided with all materials and detailed lesson plans. Teachers had biweekly meetings to 
support them in the curriculum. Three lessons were filmed to obtain data on the fidelity of 
implementation and teachers were rated on their implementations of key elements. The 
researchers found that the program was implemented with high fidelity. 
Findings. 
 The researchers analyzed for gains over time, site, language status, and condition. The 
tests showed gains over time as well as interactions between gains over time and condition and 
gains over time, condition, and site. The authors discovered that there was some variation in 
gains based on site. However, the sites each had different demographics and different curriculum 
that occurred during the rest of the day. The researchers found that a challenging curriculum 
based on academic vocabulary instruction improved the performance of ELL and monolingual 
students equally. The researchers also found that the intervention was effective in improving 
reading comprehension for both monolingual students and ELLs.  
Implications. 
 The author’s findings were that the direct vocabulary instruction based on previous 
research was effective for both ELLs and monolingual students. Teachers should employ these 
research-based instructional strategies in their classrooms in order to provide this direct 
instruction and help all students access academic vocabulary. Schools should offer professional 
development opportunities to help teachers of all subject areas learn how they can incorporate 
vocabulary instruction into their content areas. Strategies the authors suggest include: 
introducing words in context of engaging text, Charades, Word Wizard, repeated exposure, and 
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providing context (Carlo, et.al. 2004).Teachers should also incorporate the strategy of how to 
infer the meaning of unknown words based on context. In general, teachers should implement 
research based vocabulary strategies in their classrooms daily in order to benefit both English 
language learners and monolingual, and specialists and administrators should provide teachers 
with the necessary ongoing support they will need in order to be effective in this endeavor. As I 
design my vocabulary interventions with students, I must be careful to include research-based 
practices. 
 While Carlo, et.al. (2004) stressed the importance of included research based vocabulary 
strategies to support all students, Townsend & Collins (2006) conducted an intervention with 
students to determine if specific research-based practices in vocabulary instruction would also be 
effective with English language learners. Their study took examples of previous research-based 
programs for the general student population and applied it to a group of ELLs to determine the 
outcome. Specifically, Townsend & Collins (2006) focused on the area of academic vocabulary.  
Author’s Purpose. 
 Dianna Townsend and Penny Collins (2006) conducted an experimental intervention 
study detailed in their quantitative research to determine whether research-based practices used 
for general vocabulary instruction would also be effective with academic vocabulary words and 
English language learners (ELLs). The researchers sought to determine whether an after school 
intervention in academic vocabulary would increase the academic vocabulary knowledge of 
middle school ELLs. They also sought to find out to what extent an ELL’s English proficiency 
affects their response to such an intervention.  
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Sample. 
 The sample consisted of 52 ELLs recruited from middle school English language 
development (ELD) classes in Southern California. Students were placed in the ELD classes 
based on their performance on the California ELD test (CELDT). The range of the students’ ages 
was 11 years to 15 years, with the mean age 12 years 11 months. The students were randomly 
assigned to two treatment groups. Students who attended five or fewer days of the 20-day 
program were excluded from the analysis. The students all attended the same middle school, 
located in a suburban community in California. The student body of 900 students is linguistically 
and culturally diverse. Languages other than English spoken by the participants included 
Spanish, Vietnamese, Japanese, Arabic, and Gujarati. The first treatment group (A) consisted of 
20 participants, eight male and 12 female. Twenty-five percent of this group was identified as 
“beginning” on the CELDT, 10% as “early”, 30% as “intermediate”, 20% as “early advanced”, 
and 15% as “advanced”. The second treatment group (B) included nine male participants and 
eight female participants. Eighteen percent of this group was identified with the CELDT as 
“beginning”, 18% as “early”, 35% as “intermediate”, 29% as “early advanced”, and 0% as 
“advanced”. 
Process. 
 All students were tested in December. Group A participated in the after school program 
from January until the middle of February. All participants were retested in March. Group B 
participated in the program from March through April. All participants were retested at the end 
of April. The after school program was designed to accelerate academic vocabulary 
development. The students participated for five weeks, four days a week for approximately 75 
minutes. Ms. Townsend served as the instructor and also worked with an instructional aide.  
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 Each session followed a similar routine. The instructor began with a “hook activity” that 
used three to four of the target vocabulary words. The instructional texts related to two content 
area topics: the solar system and the history of inventions. The instructor used vocabulary 
strategies researched by McKeown and Beck (2004), which include “a rich verbal environment” 
and “direct instruction of target words” (Townsend & Collins, 2006, p. 1000). Instructional 
activities included “using large cards with the words, definitions, sentences containing the words, 
sentences with the target words missing, and supporting pictures” (Townsend & Collins, 2006, p. 
1000). Other instructional activities included matching games, group work such as designing 
short skits to illustrate words, shared reading, and modified versions of games such as Taboo and 
Pictionary, and high interest novels used as read-alouds (Townsend & Collins, 2006). The 
author/instructor created lesson plans and instructed both group A and group B. Additionally, she 
tracked the number of exposures to the target words in each lesson in order to ensure group A 
and group B had the same level of exposure to the target vocabulary. Participants were instructed 
on 60 words from an Academic Word List. 
  Students were tested individually in three sessions as described above. The authors used 
a modified version of the Vocabulary Knowledge Scale (Paribakht & Wesche, 1997) called the 
Vocabulary Knowledge Scale-Measure of Academic Vocabulary. The assessment involved an 
interview setting in which students were shown a word and the word was read out loud. They 
were asked if they had seen or heard the word before, and if so, if they thought they knew what 
the word meant, and if so, to provide a definition. They were also asked to use the word in a 
sentence. The participants were tested on 10 random words from the list of 60. Each item was 
scored on a 5 point scale. Another assessment, The Vocabulary Levels Test (Schmitt, Schmitt, & 
Clapham, 2001) was administered as a written test in which students matched vocabulary words 
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with definitions. Finally, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (PPVT) (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) 
was administered in order to assess students’ receptive vocabulary. In this assessment, students 
viewed four pictures and were asked to identify the picture that best represented the word read 
aloud to them.  
Findings. 
 In the first testing session, multivariate analysis revealed no significant differences 
between the two groups. In the second testing session, analysis again revealed no significant 
differences between the two groups. The researchers also conducted an analysis of covariance to 
examine differences between groups on only the words covered in the instruction. The analysis 
did demonstrate a significant difference in which group A outperformed group B on the target 
words. In the third testing session, multivariate analysis revealed no differences between groups. 
The researchers also conducted analysis of covariance for the third testing session, which did not 
reveal any difference between groups. Further analysis revealed that the intervention was 
effective in building knowledge of the selected target words. The researchers also discovered that 
the growth students made on the target words was much greater than the growth they made on 
other words. Furthermore, the researchers found that children with higher receptive vocabulary 
in the first testing phase showed greater response to the intervention, and that those who 
“experienced less growth during the control period experienced more growth during the 
intervention period” (Townsend & Collins, 2006, p. 1010). Townsend & Collins concluded that 
research based vocabulary strategies are effective for instruction of academic vocabulary words.  
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Implications. 
 The study demonstrated that participants in the intervention showed greater growth in 
academic vocabulary during their participation in the intervention. This study suggests that 
previously researched vocabulary practices are also effective with middle school ELLs for 
teaching academic vocabulary, and that ELLs with intermediate to advanced proficiency in 
English who are not making gains in the classroom may benefit from such interventions. The 
authors indicate a need for further research that will examine the relationship between academic 
vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension of academic texts, as well as research that 
will examine the degrees of word knowledge and assessment of academic vocabulary in general. 
My research will include using the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) model 
(Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2008) in order to instruct ELLs in academic (content) language, 
process language, and function language. Similarly to Townsend & Collins, I will be 
investigating the efficacy of a best-practice model and it’s applications in the classroom.  
In conclusion, when considering and implementing an intervention, researchers should 
consider previous research and how it will impact their study. Teachers should research and take 
into consideration research-based practices when they are designing instruction for their students. 
Specifically in the area of vocabulary instruction, there is a rich body of research on general 
vocabulary instruction. Much research still needs to be done in the area of how English-language 
learners acquire academic vocabulary in order to enrich our instructional practice and provide the 
best instruction for our ELL students.  
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Sociocultural and Other Factors in Vocabulary Learning Differences 
 While teachers can control many variables in our instruction, there are also many 
variables that are outside of a teacher’s control. Sociocultural factors such as socioeconomic 
status, parental education, and first language are all a part of our students. All of these factors 
have affected or will affect their language learning in some way. Though teachers are unable to 
control which of these factors may affect our students, increasing one’s awareness of the effects 
they may have on language learning is essential to effective vocabulary instruction.  
Author’s Purpose. 
 Chen, et.al (2012) discussed how Spanish and English share many derivational features, 
whereas Chinese has a much smaller number of derivational morphemes, and derivations are 
applied much differently than in English. The authors contend that derivational awareness 
contributes to vocabulary learning by helping students to extract meaning from their awareness 
of the root word, and also by enabling students to effectively produce new vocabulary (Chen, 
et.al, 2012). 
 Furthermore, Chen et.al. (2012) discussed how cognate awareness also contributes to 
vocabulary learning for Spanish-speaking English Language Learners (ELLs). According to 
Chen, et.al. (2012), Spanish and English share an estimated 10,000 to 15,000 words. In contrast, 
Chinese and English do not have any cognates. Cognate awareness can help students to derive 
meaning from an unknown English word if it is similar to a word in their language.  
The researchers chose to study how these two metalinguistic factors: English derivational 
awareness and English-Spanish cognate awareness, as well as two sociocultural factors: maternal 
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education and length of residence in Canada, played a role in English vocabulary development 
among students who were native speakers of Chinese or Spanish.  
Sample. 
 The participants consisted of 260 fourth and seventh grade students from 22 Canadian 
schools. Students who scored below the 10th percentile in nonverbal reasoning or who had a 
known learning disability, or who had resided in Canada for less than 2 years were not included 
in the results. Forty two percent of the participants were boys and 58% were girls. Eighty-nine of 
the students were Spanish-speaking ELLs, 77 were Chinese-speaking ELLs, and 78 were 
monolingual English speakers. Of the Spanish-speakers, 48% were born outside of Canada, 
emigrating from 13 different countries. Of the Chinese-speakers, 83% were born outside of 
Canada, and most came from China. The average time the students had lived in Canada was 104 
months for the Spanish-speaking students, and 63 months for the Chinese-speaking students. 
Seventy-five percent of the Spanish-speakers and 65% of the Chinese-speakers used their first 
language to communicate with their families at home. Forty-eight percent of the Spanish-
speakers and 87% of Chinese-speakers attended heritage language classes at school. For the 
Spanish-speakers, average maternal education was high school, and for the Chinese-speakers and 
monolingual English-speaking students, the average maternal education was college.  
Process. 
 First researchers sent a family questionnaire to find information about home language, 
immigration, and maternal education. The questionnaire was provided in both English, and the 
L1. The researchers conducted a battery of tests to measure nonverbal ability, phonological 
awareness, word reading, morphological production, morphological structure, and vocabulary. 
ACADEMIC VOCABULARY FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS                             29 
This data was then organized. The variables the researchers were examining were maternal 
education and length of residence in Canada.  
 Next results of the battery of tests were further analyzed to determine how derivational 
awareness and cognate awareness impacted the ELLs’ acquisition of English vocabulary. To 
determine how derivational awareness predicted vocabulary, Chen, et.al. (2012) analyzed 
nonverbal ability, phonological awareness, word reading, and morphological production 
structure. To determine how cognate awareness determined vocabulary acquisition, the 
researchers compared cognate and non-cognate items from the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 
(PPVT). These two pieces of data supplied the needed information to determine how each of 
these metalinguistic features influenced vocabulary. 
Findings. 
 Both groups of ELLs scored significantly lower than the monolingual group on the 
vocabulary tests and derivational awareness measures mentioned above. There was no difference 
between the Chinese-speakers and the Spanish-speakers on the scores of the vocabulary test. For 
the monolingual students, age, grade and nonverbal ability accounted for 30% of variance, 
whereas for Spanish-speaking students these factors contributed to 20% of variance in 
vocabulary, which was similar to that of the Chinese students (18%). While phonological 
awareness was not a predictor at all for the Spanish-speaking students, for the Chinese students it 
accounted for 16% and for the monolinguals 8%. Word reading accounted for some variance 
(5%) for the Spanish-speakers, but for 23% of variance for Chinese-speakers, whereas for 
monolinguals it was not significant. The two morphological awareness assessments: 
morphological production and morphological structure, contributed 16% for Spanish- speakers 
19% for Chinese-speakers, and 12% for monolinguals. To summarize, Chen, et.al. (2012) 
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determined that there are many language-based variations that contribute to students’ vocabulary 
acquisition.  
 In the comparison of the three groups’ performance on cognate and non-cognate 
vocabulary, the Spanish-speaking ELLs performed better than Chinese-speaking ELLs on 
cognate items, and the two groups performed similarly on non-cognate items. Both groups of 
ELLs scored lower than the monolingual group on all items. Interestingly, all groups of children 
performed better on non-cognates than on cognates.  
 The researchers then examined the sociocultural factors: maternal education and length of 
residence in Canada. They found that for the Spanish-speaking ELLs, maternal education was 
not a predictor of cognate vocabulary, non-cognate vocabulary, and vocabulary performance on 
the PPVT. Length of residence in Canada predicted a 5% variation in non-cognate vocabulary, 
but did not affect performance on the other measures. For the Chinese-speaking ELLs, maternal 
education was also not significantly related to vocabulary, but length of residence in Canada 
accounted for 20-30% of variation in cognate, non-cognate, and overall performance on the 
PPVT.  
Implications. 
An interesting finding regarding the sociocultural aspects of this study was that whether 
or not the length of residence affected vocabulary knowledge depended on the child’s first 
language. For Chinese-speaking students, there was a greater impact on vocabulary related to 
length of residence. As far as maternal education, this variable did not influence vocabulary in 
either group. The authors speculate that this may have to do with the family using the L1 in the 
home, which remained constant despite level of education. These are aspects of a student’s life 
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over which teachers have no control, but it is important for teachers to be aware of them 
nonetheless.  
This study demonstrates that the development of derivational awareness is crucial to 
vocabulary acquisition in ELLs, regardless of language background. Chen, et.al. (2012) suggests 
that because ELLs have less exposure to new English words, they may rely more on 
morphological strategies. Based on the information in this study, teachers of ELLs, especially 
those in upper grades, should explicitly teach derivational relationship in words in order to 
develop this awareness. The researchers also discovered that cognate awareness is important for 
the vocabulary development of Spanish-speaking ELLs. The authors hypothesize that cognate 
awareness allows Spanish-speaking ELLs to acquire academic vocabulary in English. Based on 
these findings, teachers of Spanish-speaking ELLs should use explicit strategies to help students 
develop cognate awareness, as this will help them in acquiring vocabulary in English, but at the 
same time, teachers must recognize this strategy is not useful to all ELLs, depending on language 
background. 
 Awareness of how a student’s first language may impact English acquisition is essential 
for teachers of ELLs. In general, ELL teachers should have a background of study in the 
principles of linguistics, providing them with some knowledge as to how these differences may 
affect their students. At times, teachers may need to research the structure of the student’s home 
language in order to gain insight and understanding as to the difficulties they may face and the 
specific instruction they may need in order to acquire English vocabulary. Liu & Shaw (2001) 
also examined how the first language (L1) of a learner may influence English language 
acquisition. They also examined other sociocultural and psycholinguistic factors affecting 
vocabulary acquisition.  
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Author’s Purpose. 
 Eric T.K. Liu and Philip M. Shaw conducted a study to answer two questions. They 
conducted an investigation into L2 learners’ qualitative knowledge of verbs to determine whether 
teachers of English Language Learners (ELLs) should devote more instructional attention to 
common verbs in their vocabulary instruction. Secondly, they wanted to find “an alternative 
method for investigating learner language” (Liu & Shaw, 173, 2001). They planned to take into 
account not only the L1 of the learner but also other sociocultural and psycholinguistic factors 
that may influence an L2 learners’ language acquisition.  
Sample. 
 The researchers compared Chinese-speaking learners of English (CSLE) and Native 
speakers of English (NSE). The CSLE sample consisted of college students between the ages of 
20 and 23 at Taiwanese colleges who were all native speakers of Mandarin Chinese and had 
received at least 6 years of English instruction. The researchers analyzed 222,168 words written 
by these students in the form of various essays for homework. The sample of NSE consisted of 
students of about the same age and they evaluated 270,961 words which were part of the 
students’ social science dissertations.  
 The comparison group of CSLE1 consisted of 76 writers from Taiwanese universities. 
They looked at 137,687 words from these students. The purpose was to compare them to the first 
Chinese group’s language to determine if the first sample was an accurate representation of 
Chinese-speakers English writing. There was also a NSE(MA) comparison group which 
consisted of 119,199 words written by 40 graduate students on applied linguistics. Finally the 
researchers included another comparison group NSE (LOB). This involved 205,795 words from 
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the Lancaster-Oslo-Bergen Corpus and covered a wider range of topics and genres. The sample 
is from 1961 but is regarded as a research-based sample of standard British English.  
Process. 
 The researchers retrieved data from all five groups in order to make comparisons between 
the common verbs used. The researchers decided specifically to analyze the use of the verb 
“make” in these samples. The uses of the verb “make” were broken down into the following 
categories and functions: monotransitive verb, complex transitive verb taking as its object 
complements noun, adjective, or prepositional phrase, complex transitive verb taking bare 
infinities as its complements, phasal verbs, idioms, compounds and derivatives, intensive verb 
followed by subject complements, and errors (Liu & Shaw, 2001).  
Findings. 
In a comparison between all CSLE groups and all NSE groups, the researchers found that 
the ELLs used “make” more frequently than NSE. In fact, regardless of the topic, Chinese 
learners overproduced the word “make”. They used “make” twice as much as NSE. Liu & Shaw 
also compared how students used the word make. They found that Chinese learners used twice as 
many causative “makes” than the native speakers. Non-natives also used “feel” and “become” 
with “make” much more frequently than native speakers, for example “make me feel happy” 
whereas a native speaker would more likely say “feel happy” (Liu & Shaw, 2001). The 
researchers expect that this is a result of the Chinese learners’ limited vocabulary and 
overgeneralization. The researchers also found that Chinese learners rarely used compounds, for 
example, “film-maker” compared to NSE. The researchers hypothesize that the Chinese learners 
may not have been aware of morphological rules for compounds in English since those rules are 
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very different from Chinese. The monotransitive structure was the most commonly observed 
structure among all groups. The Chinese learners overall exhibited lower “lexical variation” than 
the native English speakers, most likely due to limited knowledge of applications of this 
common verb (Liu & Shaw, 187, 2001).   
Implications. 
 Teachers of ELLs need to explicitly teach common verbs along with their different 
nuances. Effective vocabulary instruction should include increasing students’ awareness of 
different ways to use words. If students could be taught to be more conscious of generalizations 
of words, they might be able to apply these generalizations to other verbs as well. Finally, 
teachers need to be aware of how the student’s L1 will either impede or enhance their ability to 
make some of these generalizations. Some students may be able to make direct translations from 
their native language to English without any trouble, whereas for others, this will cause them to 
make errors or overgeneralize a rule. Teachers’ awareness of the principles of linguistics and 
some knowledge of the structure of the students’ L1 may allow them to personalize instruction in 
this area.  
 Students enter our classroom not only with a home language, certain areas of background 
knowledge, and a home culture, but also with unique and individual preferences and interests 
that affect motivation in the classroom. Many teachers take the time to get to know their students 
as individuals hoping to find ways to motivate learning. Rezaei & Dezhara (2011) studied how 
students’ interest affected their English vocabulary acquisition when they were reading in an area 
of interest.  
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Author’s Purpose. 
 Vocabulary instruction is an important part of second language instruction no matter what 
method is being used to teach students. Rezaei & Dezhara (2011) conducted a study to determine 
whether there is a positive, negative, or no relationship between teaching vocabulary through 
favored contexts and the retention of vocabulary by learners. The researchers state that most new 
words learned are learned through context rather than through direct instruction (Rezaei & 
Dezhara, 2011).  
Sample. 
 The sample consisted of 52 Iranian students ranging in age from 15 to 25. Two 
participants were eliminated because of poor attendance. The researchers distributed a 
questionnaire to these students as well as to a control group of 41 students at the same 
educational institute to determine what their favorite and least favorite subjects to study were. 
The students were randomly chosen from 5 classes.  
Process. 
 After the participants had completed the aforementioned questionnaire, they were all 
administered a pre and post-test. This consisted of a sports-themed passage and a geography 
passage followed by 10 multiple choice questions. The researcher prepared eight passages, four 
about sports and four about geography, to be taught in four consecutive sessions held every other 
day. Students were allowed to choose which passage to read first. Each passage contained ten 
target vocabulary words which were underlined in the passage. The classes were divided into 
two groups (A and B). The participants in group A were taught eight passages in four sessions. 
They were asked to read each passage silently, ask questions, and produce a summary. No 
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vocabulary was explicitly taught. Group B served as the control group and no specific treatment 
was used. At the end of the last session, the post-test was administered.  
Findings. 
 According to the questionnaire, more students were interested in the topic of sports, and 
more were least interested in the topic of geography. After analyzing pre- and post-test scores, 
the researchers determined that participants did not perform better on their topics of interest 
(sports) than on their topic of disinterest (geography). Therefore, the researchers concluded that 
there is a negative relationship between favored context and vocabulary retention. 
Implications. 
 While the authors’ did not find a relationship between favored context and vocabulary 
retention, they point out that instruction will play a critical role in the acquisition of vocabulary. 
In other words, students cannot rely on context alone to acquire vocabulary. The authors do 
recommend that teachers of language learners should be aware of their students’ interests and use 
that to motivate them in their instruction. Certainly, student interest and motivation is an 
affective factor that teachers should keep in mind when planning their instruction for language 
learners.  
While the affective factor of student interest is an important consideration for language 
teachers, there are numerous sociocultural factors that affect student learning. As previously 
discussed, students’ home language is one that may affect vocabulary acquisition. Kieffer & 
Lesaux (2012) examined how home language may have an effect on not only acquisition of 
vocabulary, but on the different dimensions of vocabulary. They also examined how each of the 
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dimensions of vocabulary could be measured. The study provides teachers with important 
understandings of vocabulary dimensions and how students will learn about words differently. 
Author’s Purpose. 
 Michael Kieffer and Nonie Lesaux (2012) wanted their vocabulary research to focus on 
multiple dimensions of vocabulary knowledge such as knowledge of morphological forms and 
multiple meanings. They studied a group of linguistically diverse students’ vocabulary 
development during sixth grade. The researchers intended to determine which aspects of 
vocabulary could be measured as separate dimensions for both L1 and L2 learners in sixth grade. 
They also hoped to determine learning differences between L1 and L2 learners considering the 
different dimensions of vocabulary.   
Sample. 
 The sample included 583 sixth grade students from seven middle schools located in an 
urban district in California. Four hundred thirteen of the students were L2 learners and 170 were 
L1 learners. The sample was racially diverse and gender-balanced. Of the L2 learners, the most 
common language was Spanish, but a variety of Asian and African languages were also 
represented. The schools each had a large percentage of students of color and from low-income 
backgrounds. The students who participated in the study had all received instruction 
predominantly in English.  
Process. 
 A battery of tests were administered in October and December to measure students’ 
general knowledge of synonyms, academic synonyms, semantic associations, multiple meanings, 
context clues, real word decomposition, and non-word derivation. The assessments were untimed 
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and were given to classrooms of 25-30 students. Various tests were used to measure student’s 
knowledge in each of the 13 areas of vocabulary. The researchers then used a confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) to learn about the research questions. They also conducted a multiple regression 
analysis. The authors point out that the classroom instruction may have varied from student to 
student or class to class, so some students may have received more instruction in one dimension 
of vocabulary than another group of students did. 
Findings. 
After analyzing the results, the authors created a three-dimensional model of vocabulary 
knowledge. The model consists of three inter-related dimensions: Vocabulary Breadth, 
Contextual Sensitivity, and Morphological Awareness (Kieffer & Lesaux, 2012). Vocabulary 
Breadth consists of academic synonyms, general synonyms, multiple meanings, and semantic 
associations (Kieffer & Lesaux, 2012). Contextual Sensitivity consists of context clues; and 
Morphological Awareness consists of real word decomposition and nonword suffix choice 
(Kieffer & Lesaux, 2012). The researchers found that there was a greater correlation between 
Vocabulary Breadth and Contextual Sensitivity than there was to either of those dimensions with 
Morphological Awareness. In conclusion to their first research question, Kiefer & Lesaux 
determined that dimensions of vocabulary could be measured in three separate dimensions.  
 The second part of the research focused on differences between L1 and L2 learners in the 
dimensions of vocabulary. The researchers measured the mean difference in each of the three 
dimensions between native English speakers and Second Language Learners. They also 
measured the mean difference between native speakers and Spanish speakers only. The 
differences in both of these comparisons were not statistically significant. The L2 learners 
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performed significantly lower overall, but the differences were much smaller than what the 
researchers expected.  
Implications. 
 The researchers found that two dimensions of vocabulary (morphological awareness and 
contextual sensitivity) could be separated from specific word meanings for both L1 and L2 
learners. They also found that morphological awareness was not strongly correlated to the other 
two dimensions of vocabulary. Because of this, Kiefer & Lesaux (2012) point out the importance 
of derivational morphological awareness as a literacy component in the upper grades, as students 
develop that area of vocabulary knowledge. The researchers also conclude that more research is 
required to learn about how these different dimensions of vocabulary relate to development, and 
if they always develop in the same order. Kiefer & Lesaux (2012) suggest that distinguishing 
between breadth and depth of vocabulary does not give a clear picture of an individual student’s 
vocabulary knowledge.  
 In conclusion, the measurement of vocabulary knowledge is a very complex issue. The 
authors believe that because of these complexities, teachers may come to inappropriate 
conclusions about an individual’s vocabulary knowledge. Educators should also examine the 
assessments they use to determine what dimensions of vocabulary they are assessing. Educators 
who are trying to better understand a L2 student’s learning difficulties needs to utilize multiple, 
diverse assessments since L2 learners may be employing even more aspects of vocabulary. 
While many sociocultural and linguistic factors that affect students’ learning are outside 
of a teacher’s control, teacher knowledge of these factors and the application to language 
learning will benefit students who are learning English for the first time. An understanding of the 
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student’s L1 and the impact that has on the various dimensions of vocabulary acquisition is 
crucial if a teacher is to help the student acquire English vocabulary. Other factors that are 
important for teachers to be cognizant of include socioeconomic factors and motivational and 
affective factors. Teachers who are aware of these various factors and the impact they can have 
on student learning will be the most effective in teaching ELLs. 
English Structure and Feedback 
In addition to academic vocabulary, the SIOP model (Echevarria, et.al, 2008) includes 
instruction in process vocabulary and English structure. There is little to no existing research 
about process vocabulary instruction. However, some research exists about English structure, 
mainly in the area of grammar. Interestingly, much of this research focused on feedback. 
Certainly teachers face a predicament and many do not know whether they should correct an 
ELL students’ grammar or not. Furthermore, teachers struggle with knowing when and how to 
give feedback in the area of English structure so that is benefits the student. Aguirre-Munoz, 
Park, Amabisca, Boscardin, (2008) studied how English structure feedback is used in a sheltered 
instruction classroom specifically in the area of writing.  
Author’s Purpose. 
 The authors studied the effectiveness of systemic functional linguistics (SFL) after 
conducting professional development sessions in this area. According to the authors, little 
research has been done to determine what constitutes an effective sheltered lesson. The authors 
set out to examine the efficacy of a professional development program to develop teachers’ 
methods of understanding and evaluating student writing. Using the information gathered from 
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this research, the authors develop an instructional framework for developing explicit knowledge 
of academic language. 
Sample. 
 The participants in the study included 21 mainstream classroom teachers from three 
urban middle schools located in California. All teachers were licensed in California, with 16 of 
them in their first five years of teaching. All of the teachers reported receiving some professional 
development in teaching English language learners (ELLs), and none held licenses for teaching 
ELLs.  
Process. 
 The researchers administered pre- and post-tests to the teachers to determine how well 
they were able to apply the functional linguistic concepts to the evaluation of student work. The 
linguistic concepts considered were mode, field, and tenor. Mode refers to the way that language 
is delivered. Field refers to how ideas or concepts are expressed by combining nouns, verbs and 
adverbial clauses. Tenor refers to the writer’s ability to refer to concepts implicitly, commonly 
referred to as the writer’s “voice” (Aguirre-Munoz, et.al, 2008). Researchers also conducted 
classroom observations and teacher interviews. Teachers were asked to give input regarding 
areas of strength and weakness in several areas of writing instruction. After the training, teachers 
were again asked to identify their areas of strengths and weakness. In the classroom 
observations, researchers observed the participating teachers two and three months after the 
professional development. Researchers used a modified version of the Sheltered Instruction 
Observation Protocol (SIOP) (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2008) to observe teachers. Researchers 
added a section to the SIOP to specifically record to what extent SFL concepts (mode, field, and 
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tenor) were covered in class. Following the observations, teachers were interviewed by the 
researchers. The interviews were taped, transcribed and coded for grammatical features and 
functions.  
Findings. 
 On the pre-tests, the authors found that teachers tended to focus on students’ 
grammatical, spelling, and punctuation errors when evaluating their writing. Teachers also gave 
more non-specific feedback that was not necessarily helpful for ELLs, such as “needs more 
details” (Aguirre-Munoz, et.al., 2008, p. 307).  On the post test, researchers saw a shift in teacher 
evaluation that was demonstrated in their focus on developing students’ academic language. 
Teachers analyzed the language students were using and provided more specific feedback in 
regards to the linguistic elements they observed in their students’ writing. During the 
observations, researchers noted that about one third of teachers implemented functional grammar 
instruction to a moderate degree, one-third to a high degree, and one-third did not implement it at 
all. Teachers reported that they saw a positive change in their students’ writing after 
implementing some of these changes. For example, they noticed students using more adjectives, 
using a wider variety of conjunctions, and pronoun references. These were all items the teachers 
had focused on after the professional development.  
 The authors found that most teachers were able to implement explicit academic language 
instruction with moderate to high levels of success. Researchers examined student initial and 
final drafts for some of the linguistic elements discussed. They compared the writing samples of 
students of similar proficiency levels in classrooms who implemented these strategies to a high 
degree and those who did not implement the strategies. Low-implementation teachers tended to 
use more traditional forms of grammar instruction. Researchers found that while many teachers 
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conducted lessons including mode and field, few teachers conducted lessons or commented on 
tenor, which is the writer’s ability to implicitly state meaning, similar to “voice”. The authors 
suggest that teachers need more professional development on how to teach tenor because it is a 
difficult concept to teach and understand, and was underrepresented as an area of writing 
instruction in most classrooms observed. 
Implications. 
 The authors believe this study demonstrates that a SFL approach is important to develop 
teachers’ potential to instruct students in different grammatical features. The authors also are of 
the opinion that the growth in teacher knowledge of the various linguistic features (mode, field, 
tenor) may be beneficial to students and teachers because it will reduce the disconnect between 
teachers’ intention for a lesson and the students’ experience. The research demonstrates that 
specific feedback can help bridge student’s understanding of how academic genres are 
characterized by certain grammatical features. Finally, the research demonstrated that teachers 
need the opportunity to develop professionally in their capacity to support ELLs’ language needs 
in regards to developing rigorous instruction in writing. Because ELLs often rely on their skills 
from their first language, enriching this area of writing instruction will allow ELLs to reach their 
highest potential as writers. 
 In my research I will be examining the effect of explicit instruction of grammatical 
functions as a part of the SIOP lesson plan. This study is important to my research because it 
demonstrates that explicit instruction in mode and field have a positive effect in developing 
ELLs’ writing. It also demonstrates how the SIOP model can be effectively combined with other 
models in order to provide ELLs with effective instruction.  
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Feedback is an important part of grammar instruction, especially as students explore their 
skills as writers. However, ELLs also need feedback regarding their speaking skills. Often ELLs 
go through a period where they may not feel comfortable speaking in front of the class. 
However, the teacher needs to have a way to gauge their understanding of a lesson. Munro & 
Stephenson (2009) present a way for teachers to assess student’s understanding of vocabulary as 
well as to provide them with feedback. 
Author’s Purpose. 
 David W. Munro and Jennifer Stephenson set out to evaluate the use of response cards 
during whole-class English vocabulary instruction. In this case, ‘response cards’ refers to small 
white boards that students write on to answer teachers’ questions and to show their answers. 
Specifically, the researchers wanted to address how use of response cards and hand-raising 
would affect three different areas: teacher behavior during whole-class vocabulary instruction, 
student participation, and academic achievement.  
Sample. 
 The sample consisted of five fifth grade students who were chosen by the teacher because 
of their usual hesitation to participate in class. Two were 10 years old and were native English 
speakers. These two students had a history of excessive absences and school-related anxiety. The 
other three students were 11 years old and had immigrated from China, Pakistan, and Iran within 
the last two to four years. The entire class at the inner-city public school was using response 
cards, but the study focused on these five in particular. The school was located in British 
Columbia and had a wide diversity of ethnic groups and language groups represented in the 
student body. Fifty-six percent of students spoke English as a second language.  
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Process. 
 The teacher based her vocabulary lessons on a chapter book. For each chapter she and the 
researchers selected five vocabulary words. They chose words that would be challenging for all 
the students and that had not been previously taught. The teacher led 30-minute sessions two to 
three times each week. The study was divided into phases and each phase was 5-6 weeks long. 
During each phase, 210 words were taught. For each session, the teacher followed the same 
procedure. First, she introduced the ten words by writing the words on the board, pronouncing 
them, providing a definition and sample sentence. Then she would read aloud the definitions of 
words and asked students to respond with the word that matched, either by holding up a response 
card or raising their hand. Next, she read a sentence from the book that contained the target 
vocabulary word but she omitted the word and asked students to give the missing word either by 
raising their hands or using response cards. Last, she reviewed the words. At the end of each 5-6 
week phase, the students took a test that covered material from the sessions covered in that 
phase. All tests contained 15 of the vocabulary words which were chosen at random. The teacher 
was unaware that her feedback was also being monitored. To monitor teacher feedback, the 
researchers observed the lessons and recorded her questions, feedback, and responses of the 5 
students selected for study. The researchers then evaluated the effects of response cards on the 
following four variables: rate of teacher questions, rate of teacher feedback statements, the 
percentage of student responses, and the test scores.  
Findings. 
 While the researchers found that the teacher questions occurred at a similar rate using 
both hand-raising and response cards, they found that the teacher provided more frequent 
feedback using response cards. The teacher gave more individual feedback to students when 
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using hand-raising, but more group feedback when using response cards. The researchers also 
measured the students’ responses. Using hand-raising, the frequency of the five students’ 
participation was between zero to 27%. Using response cards, the students’ participation 
increased to between 46% and 100%. Four of the five students scored higher on the tests 
following the response card condition than the hand raising condition. The other student’s scores 
improved the first time the condition changed from hand-raising to response card, but the next 
time they stayed the same. One student was absent for the last test so his data is incomplete. 
Overall, the researchers found that use of response cards increased student participation as well 
as teacher feedback during vocabulary lessons. 
Implications. 
 The results of the study that demonstrated an increase in student response when using the 
response cards as opposed to hand-raising indicates that using response cards are a good option 
for many learners, especially those who may otherwise be reluctant to participate. The authors 
speculated that results that indicated increased teacher feedback was due to the teacher having 
more information about any errors and that she may have been able to provide better feedback 
because she had this information. Based on the information in this study, using response cards as 
a method to teach vocabulary to ELLs or other students who may struggle with participation is a 
good option for teachers. 
In both speaking and writing, feedback is essential. However, many educators have 
strong beliefs about using implicit vs. explicit feedback, especially in the area of English 
structure or grammar. Many use implicit feedback frequently, such as recasting an utterance. But 
other educators believe that students, especially ELLs benefit most from explicit feedback, in 
which a rule and its application may be explained. Ellis, Lowen, and Erlam (2006) examined the 
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effects of implicit and explicit feedback in relationship to English-language learners’ acquisition 
of English structure.  
Author’s Purpose. 
 Ellis, et.al. (2006) designed a study to examine the effects of implicit vs. explicit 
feedback and to determine whether L2 learners would learn more from one type of feedback or 
the other. Specifically, the researchers examined partial recasts of utterances that contained an 
error (implicit feedback) and metalinguistic explanations of the target language rule (explicit 
feedback). Ellis, Loewen & Erlam (2006) wanted to examine whether corrective feedback 
enables learners to “gain greater control” over a previously mastered English structure. The 
researchers assessed learners with assessments designed to measure implicit and explicitly L2 
knowledge. The research was conducted using the methods described below.  
Sample. 
 The sample included three classes of students enrolled in a private language school in 
New Zealand. Thirty-four students in all were part of the study. Seventy-seven percent of the 
students were of East Asian origin and most had been in New Zealand less than one year. The 
mean age was 25 years. The school classified these three classes as “lower intermediate”. The 
average learner had spent 7 years learning English. Students enrolled at the school received 3 to 
5 hours of daily instruction in English. The researchers randomly assigned students to group 1, 
group 2, or group 3 (the control group).  
Process. 
 First, Ellis, et.al. (2006) administered a pre-test to the students to assess their knowledge 
and level of mastery of the chosen English structure: regular past tense –ed. The students mean 
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score on the written pretest was 75%. On the oral pretest, in which a measure of unplanned 
language use was, the students mean score was only 30%. Ellis, et.al. (2006) hypothesizes that 
this is due to Asian learners’ phonological difficulties in producing final [t] or [d], as well as 
students likelihood of making more errors in an oral context.   
 Groups one and two received one hour of instruction during which they were assigned to 
complete two communicative tasks. The control group did not complete these tasks or receive 
feedback on –ed errors. During the first task, students read a story and looked at a picture 
sequence of the same story. After reading the story, students were given a list of verbs and asked 
to retell the story in about five minutes. In the second task, learners were given different picture 
sequences depicting a day in the life of a character. Learners were given five minutes to prepare 
to retell the day of the character without taking written notes. Each group was told to begin their 
narration with “Yesterday Peter/Gavin had a day off” (Ellis, et.al., 2006, p. 352).  
 An observer sat in the classroom while the instructor conducted the tasks described 
above. The observer recorded all uses of the target structure and of corrective feedback, as well 
as using audio recording. The instructor provided the students in Group 1 with implicit corrective 
feedback using recasts. The instructor provided students in Group 2 with explicit feedback in the 
form of metalinguistic information.  
 The researchers administered a posttest the day after instruction ended, and another 
posttest twelve days after instruction had ended. The posttests consisted of an untimed 
grammaticality judgment test, a metalinguistic knowledge test, and an oral imitation test. The 
results of these posttests were then calculated and analyzed.  
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Findings. 
 The results of the oral imitation test indicated that there was no difference between the 
groups on the immediate posttest, but there were on the delayed posttest. The metalinguistic 
(explicit feedback) group differed significantly from the other groups, with this group having a 
higher mean score than the others. The results of the untimed grammaticality judgment test also 
did not indicate a significant difference on the immediate posttest, but again, the metalinguistic 
group scored significantly higher than the recast group on the delayed posttest, and slightly 
higher than the control group. The results of the metalinguistic test showed that all groups scored 
similarly for the pretest, immediate posttest, and delayed posttest, and because there were only 
two test items, the researchers did not include statistics for the metalinguistic test. Finally, Ellis, 
et.al. (2006) analyzed the results for new vs. old items. The researchers chose to do this in order 
to determine if there was any evidence of generalization. For both new and old items, there was 
no significant difference in students’ performance on the immediate posttest, but the 
metalinguistic group again outperformed both other groups on the delayed posttest.   
Implications. 
 The findings indicate that corrective feedback has an effect on L2 learners’ implicit 
knowledge. The increased accuracy in the metalinguistic group’s delayed posttests indicates that 
the learners have incorporated the target structure into their knowledge of the language system. 
The researchers theorize that the learners may better attend to the metalinguistic feedback 
because they recognize it as feedback. Implications for practice include that teachers should 
become aware of the types of feedback they provide their students with. Also, teachers should 
recognize the importance and value of metalinguistic feedback and find ways to incorporate 
explicit, metalinguistic feedback into their daily lessons and interactions with students in order to 
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contribute to successful system and item learning. Ellis, et.al., (2006) mentions the need for 
further research in the area of feedback, as researchers were not able to determine what type of 
corrective feedback is effective in establishing new knowledge, since the students were already 
somewhat familiar with the target structure.   
In conclusion, feedback is essential to student learning. In the area of English structure, 
explicit feedback seems especially beneficial to ELLs. English-language learners will benefit 
from feedback in the areas of writing and speaking. According to this research, some students 
may also benefit from participating using methods such as response cards which will allow a 
teacher to provide feedback to the student and gauge their understanding whether or not the 
student is ready to speak. Certainly, teachers should be aware of the feedback they are providing 
and should not necessarily ignore grammatical errors, but use them as learning opportunities.  
.Conclusion 
 In conclusion, a strong ELL program will consist of opportunities to acquire both 
academic vocabulary and English structure. These opportunities must consist of learning about 
the various dimensions of vocabulary and how to apply derivations in the English language. A 
strong instructor will do this by maintaining a knowledge of her students, their home language, 
their interests, and how these factors may determine problems they will encounter while 
acquiring English vocabulary and grammar. Furthermore, the instructor will use research-based 
practices to provide explicit instruction in academic vocabulary. Finally, the instructor will 
provide explicit instruction and feedback in the areas of English structure in order to increase 
students’ metalinguistic cognition as they become proficient English speakers.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
Introduction 
 During a six week intervention, the researcher provided instruction in three two-week 
sessions to a grade eight English language learner. Instruction was based around the content in 
the student’s social studies class. Lessons were based on using the SIOP Model, and the student 
was given assessments in content vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure to 
determine which interventions were effective. 
Population 
 The student who participated in this study was a 14 year-old male student in eighth grade. 
The student is originally from China and speaks Mandarin Chinese as his first language. He 
started learning English when he came to the United States approximately 1.5 years ago. His 
English language proficiency was assessed using the Assessing Comprehension and 
Communication in English State-to-State for English Language Learners (ACCESS) during the 
previous school year and he obtained a composite score of 1.6 on a 6.0 scale, indicating that he is 
a beginning language learner. He currently reads at about a first grade reading level. His fall 
Measure of Academic Progress (MAP) score indicated he was in the first percentile with a Lexile 
level of BR(0).  
Procedures 
 The student met with the researcher for twenty-five to thirty minutes three times per week 
for six weeks. The researcher chose to work with his social studies classroom teacher to develop 
content area vocabulary lessons that would relate to the content the class was learning in social 
studies. Social studies was chosen as the subject of study because the student seemed to struggle 
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with many concepts in this class compared to other content areas. Much of this struggle related 
to lack of background knowledge or vocabulary. The social studies teacher and researcher met 
and communicated via e-mail to determine what vocabulary words were essential for each unit of 
study and what tasks the student would be expected to perform in the classroom to demonstrate 
understanding.  
 The intervention was divided into three sessions. Each session was approximately 2 
weeks long. Prior to each session, the student was given a pre-test that would assess knowledge 
of content vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure that the student would be 
expected to know for their classroom assessments. The same assessment was given at the end of 
each session. During Session A, the researcher instructed the student only in content area 
(academic) vocabulary. During Session B, the researcher provided lessons in content area 
vocabulary, as well as the selected process vocabulary. During Session C, the researcher 
instructed the student in content area vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure.  
 Each session consisted of a series of 5-7 lessons. In general, the researcher followed a 
SIOP lesson plan, but only incorporated the selected vocabulary or structure to be studied for 
each session. Each lesson began with a warm-up or review. Many lessons, especially at the 
beginning of a session, included some activities for building background knowledge. Following 
the building background knowledge activities, the researcher incorporated various content 
vocabulary learning strategies such as having the student develop a vocabulary notebook using 
pictures and student generated sentences alongside each word, making word comparisons, charts, 
and incorporating reading material at the student’s instructional level that included use of the 
targeted vocabulary words. In each lesson the researcher attempted to incorporate at least two 
language domains. Process vocabulary was usually taught in 1 or 2 lessons and was infused into 
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the instruction of academic vocabulary. In Session C, English structure was added to the 
instruction and was taught through analyzing the student’s own writing and oral sentences. At 
the conclusion of each lesson, the student had a brief written or oral assessment such as an exit 
ticket.  
 Data Collection  
Data was collected through the administration of pre- and post-tests at the beginning and 
end of each 2 week session. The content vocabulary assessments consisted of 8-12 words the 
student would be expected to learn. For each word, 4 pictures were shown. The researcher read 
the word aloud to the student and asked him to choose which picture he felt best represented that 
word. The researcher encouraged the student to offer an explanation for why he chose each 
picture and recorded any notes on the assessment. The process vocabulary assessments varied 
depending on the process task the students were asked to complete, but included activities such 
as organizing information, answering WH- questions, making comparisons, and debating a topic. 
These processes were intended to reflect the expectations of the social studies classroom. The 
English structure assessments also varied depending on classroom expectations, but included 
capitalization of proper nouns, writing in complete sentences, and using past tense verbs. These 
were generally assessed through a writing task on the pre-/post-tests.  
The researcher collected information from each pre-and post-test and scored each section 
of the assessment with a percentage as well as anecdotal notes. This information was entered into 
a table for future analysis. The researcher compared pre- and post-test data to determine which 
interventions were most effective.  
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Conclusion 
 To summarize, the researcher provided instruction in three sessions lasting approximately 
two weeks each. Each session consisted of 5-7 lessons as well as a pre-test and post-test that the 
researcher used to assess all three areas of language learning (content vocabulary, process 
vocabulary, and English structure). Content vocabulary instruction was provided in Sessions A, 
B, and C. Process vocabulary instruction was provided in Sessions B and C, and English 
structure instruction was provided in Session C only. The researcher collected pre- and post-test 
data as well as anecdotal notes in order to analyze whether all three areas of instruction are 
necessary for student success.  
 The pre- and post-tests in Appendix A show the type of questions that were asked of the 
student. The student had a choice of four pictures to represent a vocabulary word, and needed to 
choose which picture best represented that word. The student was also encouraged to provide an 
explanation as to why he chose each picture. The tests also assessed specific process vocabulary 
and English structure skills that were specific to each unit of study.  
 Additionally, the sample lesson plans in Appendix B demonstrate how the researcher 
instructed the student differently in each of the three sessions. The websites found in the lesson 
plans were included to provide opportunities for building background knowledge, which was 
necessary for vocabulary instruction and integration of content. The lessons also focus on 
multiple domains of language. Through these sample pre-and post-tests and lesson plans, the 
researcher intends to demonstrate the variety of instruction that took place. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Introduction 
 Action research detailed in the previous chapter sought to determine whether including 
all three parts of a SIOP plan (academic vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure) 
would be optimal for student success. The author hypothesized that including all three of these 
aspects in lessons would produce the best results in all three areas. In this section, the data 
collected from the pre- and post-tests is analyzed. 
Analysis of Data 
 In each assessment, the researcher evaluated three areas of language use and 
comprehension: academic vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure. The researcher 
charted the results of these evaluations during each of the three sessions at the beginning of the 
session and the end of the session. The pre-and post-tests were administered one-on-one so that 
the researcher could ask for more information from the student or probe into the student’s 
reasoning if necessary. The researcher included these anecdotal comments as well as a 
percentage or score for each section of the tests.  
 The aforementioned chart is presented in Table 3 below. The table is divided into Session 
A (Content vocabulary only), Session B (Content and Process Vocabulary), and Session C 
(Content vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure). Each table includes the pre-test 
score given at the beginning of a session, the post-test score given at the end of the session, 
observational notes from the researcher, and the difference, if applicable, in scores. Scores that 
showed an increase are highlighted in yellow. Scores remaining stagnant or decreasing are 
highlighted in green.  
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Table 3. 
Pre- and Post-Test Scores 
Session A Pre-Test  Post-Test  Difference 















Attempted to write 6 
sentences on topic. 
4/6 (67%) were 
complete sentences. 
All lacked 
punctuation and 2 
lacked capitalization.  
Wrote 2 complete 
sentences. 2/2 (100%) 





Session B Pre-Test Post-Test Difference 
Content Vocabulary 2/10 (20%) 7/10 (70%) +50% 
Process Vocabulary 
Debate 
1/1 (100%) 1/1 (100%) +/-0% 
English Structure 
Capitalization of Proper 
Nouns 
13/15 (87%) 11/15 (73%) -14% 
Session C Pre-Test Post-Test Difference 




Student was able to 
organize information, 
although lack of 
knowledge of content 
interfered with 
accuracy (42% 








Correct usage of past tense 
verbs 
Student wrote one 
sentence and 
attempted one past 
tense verb which 
demonstrated 
incorrect usage of 
was/were. 
Student wrote one 
sentence and attempted 
one past tense verb 
which demonstrated 
correct usage of was. 
Improvement 
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During Session A, the researcher only instructed the student in content area vocabulary. 
The student increased his ability to identify related pictures from 38% to 77% by the end of the 
session. The researcher also tested the student’s capabilities to compare and contrast and to 
answer “wh”- questions (who, what where, when, why) with the correct type of response, as 
these would be tasks required on the classroom assessment. The classroom teacher reported she 
did not provide any specific instruction regarding these two tasks in preparation for her 
assessment. During the pre-test, the student was able to complete the compare and contrast task 
with 100% accuracy. However, during the post-test, the student was not able to complete the task 
accurately. For the “wh”- questions, the student was read a familiar story and then asked to write 
the answers to these questions about the story. The student did this with 50% accuracy on the 
pre-test and increased his score to 100% accuracy on the post-test. English structure was 
evaluated using a writing prompt. The English structure task evaluated for Session A was writing 
in complete sentences. The researcher found it a bit difficult to assign a numerical score to this 
task, but 67% of attempted sentences were complete on the pre-test. On the post-test, 100% of 
sentences were complete, but fewer sentences were attempted. The researcher also noted 
problems with conventions such as capitalization and punctuation.  
 For Session B, the student received instruction in both content area vocabulary and 
process vocabulary, but English structure was not explicitly taught. The student increased his 
score in the area of content vocabulary from 20% to 70%. He demonstrated an understanding of 
the process vocabulary on the pre-test and maintained that understanding on the post-test. The 
English structure examined during Session B was capitalization of proper nouns. The student’s 
score decreased from the pre-test (87%) to the post-test (73%) on this task. This demonstrated an 
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inconsistency in the student’s ability to capitalize proper nouns which the researcher has 
observed in his writing. 
 In Session C, the student received instruction in all three areas. During this session, the 
student’s score in the area of content area vocabulary decreased from 70% to 60%. This was the 
only session in which content vocabulary scores went down. In both the pre-test and the post-
test, the student demonstrated ability to organize information in the process vocabulary section, 
although on the post-test the student increased his accuracy. The English structure lesson for 
Session 3 focused on past tense verbs. The student attempted one past tense verb in his writing 
each time, and used the verb “was” incorrectly on the pre-test but correctly on the post-test. 
Figure 2 below illustrates the student’s growth in each area during each of the three sessions.  
 
Figure 2.Pre-and Post-Test Differences by Session 
 Figure B illustrates the student’s growth in each of these areas during the sessions. This 
demonstrates that the student’s content vocabulary knowledge increased in Sessions A and B, but 




Pre-and Post-Test Differences by Session 
English Structure Process Vocabulary Content Vocabulary
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not Session C. Process vocabulary showed greater variation and there was no definitive pattern. 
The student demonstrated a definitive increase in ability to use the identified English structure in 
Session A and Session C, but demonstrated no progress during Session B.  
In addition to tracking scores for each session, as the student answered questions on the 
pre-and post-tests, the researcher prompted the student to elaborate if possible about why he 
chose a certain picture to go with a certain vocabulary word. The researcher’s intention in doing 
this was that perhaps another picture than what the researcher intended could also represent the 
vocabulary word. Therefore, the researcher wanted to collect the student’s logical thought 
process in selecting the picture. What the researcher found, however; was that at times, the 
student chose the correct picture, but for incorrect reasons. For example, for the vocabulary word 
“Civil Rights”, the correct picture showed a demonstrator holding a sign that read “Today we 
March. Tomorrow we Vote.”. The teacher read the words on the sign to the student. The student 
selected that picture, but explained “Right is like, right now, and it says today. And tomorrow is 
the future”.  
Conclusion 
  To conclude, the student showed growth in content area vocabulary in Sessions A and B, 
but not in Session C. The student demonstrated growth in process vocabulary in Sessions A and 
C, but not in Session B. Finally, the student demonstrated growth in English structure in Sessions 
A and C, but not in Session B. The author hypothesized that the student would have performed 
the best in all areas in Session C, however this was not the case. In fact, the student showed the 
most improvement in all three areas in Session A, when only content vocabulary was taught. 
This was quite the opposite of what the researcher expected. Interestingly, Session B, where the 
student was most successful in learning content vocabulary, was also the session when the 
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student was least successful in learning process vocabulary and English structure. The opposite 
effect seemed to take place in Session C, when the student was most successful in learning 
process vocabulary and English structure, but least successful in acquiring content vocabulary. 
While this chapter presented and analyzed the results of the intervention, the next chapter will 
provide connections to research and discuss possible reasons for the outcomes of this study, as 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
Introduction 
 In Chapter Four, data from the intervention was presented and analyzed. This chapter will 
discuss connections to the existing research that was presented in Chapter Two. Explanations for 
the results will be presented, as well as a discussion of strengths and limitations of the study and 
recommendations for future research. While the student made progress in some areas, the results 
were not entirely what the researcher hypothesized. This chapter discusses possible reasons for 
those results and their relationship to previous research.  
Connections to Research 
 In Chapter Two, several articles were reviewed that discussed previous research related 
to the area of study. While no studies were found that were similar to this exact study, there were 
many articles that discussed academic vocabulary and English structure separately. The 
researcher chose to combine these instructional principles as is demonstrated in the SIOP Model 
by Echevarria, Vogt & Short (2009), known also as Sheltered Instruction, to include 
academic/content vocabulary, process vocabulary, and English structure as components of 
instruction for ELLs.. In the study by Gersten & Baker (2000), teachers sometimes felt that they 
were sacrificing content for other aspects while using Sheltered Instruction. Session C in this 
action research may have demonstrated that because while the student did make progress in 
acquisition of process vocabulary and English structure, he did not make progress with content 
area vocabulary.  However, he did make progress in the other two previous sessions. Carlo, et. al. 
(2004) and Townsend & Collins (2006) determined that daily implementation of research-based 
vocabulary strategies was optimal for improving the performance of all students. Using many of 
these vocabulary strategies did improve my student’s overall understanding of the subject matter, 
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therefore I would recommend that the strategies for teaching academic vocabulary would be used 
continuously with this student.  
Prior to conducting this study, the author also studied research around the sociocultural 
aspects of vocabulary and language acquisition. According to Chen, et. al. (2012), many 
sociocultural implications, such as cognate awareness, may affect how the student is able to 
acquire vocabulary. As the authors pointed out, the Chinese and English languages do not share 
many similarities, so cognate awareness was not a strategy this student could rely on. Being 
aware of this as the teacher impacted my instruction with this student since my student was of 
Chinese origin. Liu & Shaw (2001) suggested that teachers should explicitly teach common 
verbs along with their different nuances. The author noted that this type of explicit instruction 
was necessary not only with verbs but with nouns as well, because many English words can have 
more than one meaning, and the student required explicit instruction to be aware of the context in 
order to determine the meaning. Rezaei & Dezhara (2011) also examined context and direct 
instruction and determined that reading vocabulary words in context improved students’ 
motivation but not their retention. Giving this student opportunities to read words in context as 
well as explicit instruction on the strategy of using context to determine meaning was a strategy 
used in this research. Additionally, Kieffer & Lesaux (2012) also discussed how vocabulary 
words consisted of multiple dimensions which could be measured. While these multiple 
dimensions were not considered in this research, this is one aspect that certainly could be 
considered in future studies similar to this one.  
Finally, Aguirre, et. al. (2008), Munro & Stephenson (2009) and Ellis, et.al. (2006) all 
discussed how feedback was essential to acquisition of grammar. Aguirre, et. al. (2008) 
determined that students need more specific feedback in their writing. During the study, the 
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instructor attempted to give specific feedback relating to the English structure that was a focus 
for that unit of study. Munro & Stephenson (2009) indicated that teachers should also provide 
feedback in speaking as well as in writing. Ellis, et.al. (2006) also determined that feedback is 
essential to metalinguistic development. During this study, the researcher/instructor attempted to 
provide feedback specific to the English structure that was to be learned in that unit since this 
was a research-based strategy for improving acquisition of grammar among English language 
learners.  
The researcher hypothesized that including all of these components would produce the 
most success for students. While this was not the case in this particular study, the possible 
explanations are discussed below. Furthermore, strengths and limitations of this study, as well as 
recommendations for future research are also discussed.  
Explanation of Results 
 The researcher hypothesized that including all three components in instruction would 
produce the greatest amount of student success. The data analyzed in Chapter Four demonstrates 
that when all three components were included (Session C), all areas except academic vocabulary 
improved. During Session C, academic vocabulary scores decreased on the post-test. One 
possible explanation for this is that the instructor had much more to focus on teaching than just 
academic vocabulary, but in the same amount of time she had spent teaching only academic 
vocabulary during Session A. Another possible explanation is that the student may have had 
more or less prior knowledge about a topic during the different sessions, or the vocabulary words 
or English structure during one session may have been easier in one session than another. 
According to these results, the student was most successful overall in Session A, when only 
academic vocabulary was taught. It was during this session that the student demonstrated 
ACADEMIC VOCABULARY FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS                             64 
improvement in all areas. In Session C, the student still demonstrated improvement in the 
English structure that was taught as well as in process vocabulary, but the depth of the academic 
vocabulary instruction may have suffered as a result of spending time on these other areas as 
well. While this study may indicate that following the SIOP plan and including all three areas in 
instruction may not be the best option, there were certainly strengths to the study as well as some 
limitations. 
Strengths and Limitations 
 The study had both evident strengths as well as limitations. One of the strengths of the 
study was that the assessment was administered at the beginning and end of each session. The 
assessment could also then be used as a measure of prior knowledge before beginning an 
instruction session. In this way, whether a student had prior knowledge or not did not make a 
difference in their score at the end of a session, since improvement upon the initial score is what 
was measured. This information could also be used by the instructor to guide the lesson planning 
process. Another strength was that each of the three areas of instruction were assessed regardless 
of whether they were focused on during that session or not. This allowed the researcher to make 
comparisons across sessions and determine how effective each of these components were. 
Though there were several strengths in the study, there were also significant limitations.  
 One of the limitations of this study was that there was only one participant. Further 
research with additional participants would be necessary before coming to any real conclusions 
about this data. Another limitation was that the researcher/instructor taught about three different 
topics during each one of the sessions. Some of the topics or vocabulary words may be 
considered more difficult than others and the student may have less prior knowledge about 
certain topics, which would make learning more challenging. The academic vocabulary words 
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were chosen on the basis of words that the social studies teacher felt were most important to 
understanding each unit. These words were not ranked in any way based on difficulty for an ELL 
to learn. For example, some words chosen presented unique challenges to ELLs because they 
were words that seemed familiar but held multiple meanings in the English language (for 
example, cabinet, or political party). Another challenge the researcher/instructor faced was time. 
While the lessons were designed for 20-30 minutes, by the time the student reported to the 
instructor, often only 20 minutes or less remained. Also while each session had about the same 
number of instructional meetings, not all were held over the same amount of time. Session A 
took about 2 weeks, but Session B took about 3 weeks due to school cancellations or scheduling 
issues. This is a factor that may have impacted how well material was retained. While there were 
several limitations to the study, the preliminary findings suggest that more research is necessary 
in order to determine how to best integrate content and language acquisition for English language 
learners.  
Recommendations 
 Based on the findings of this study, the researcher suggests that further research is done 
on the topic of using Sheltered Instruction with English language learners to integrate language 
acquisition and content area instruction. The SIOP Model is a highly regarded model of 
instruction for ELLs and more research should be done based on the individual aspects of this 
instructional model. Future research on a larger scale that includes more participants of varied 
genders, ethnicities, language backgrounds and proficiency levels would yield more accurate 
results. Additionally, future studies should take into account the difficulty of the academic 
language to be learned  and attempt to choose words for each session that will be of similar 
difficulty. The assessments should also be evaluated and improved in order to provide the most 
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accurate possible picture of the student’s knowledge base on a topic by eliminating words or 
questions that may have multiple correct answers depending on the student’s perception.. Further 
studies would improve the ability of classroom teachers and ELL teachers to design instruction 
to effectively improve their student’s English proficiency as well as content knowledge.  
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, although the results were not what the researcher expected, there are 
several possible explanations for these results that warrant further research. This researcher used 
current research and literature to guide her research and instruction with an ELL student in order 
to test her hypothesis that included that all aspects of the SIOP Model would produce the best 
results for the student. While the results of the study did not indicate this, there are several 
possible explanations for these results which warrant further research. For example, do teachers 
sacrifice content when they also focus on other areas of language acquisition, and if so, how can 
this be avoided? Ultimately, the researcher believes that the student benefitted from this 
intervention and that this student would benefit from further instruction in both academic 
vocabulary and English structure that is scaffolded to reflect his language proficiency level. Any 
future interventions should consist of research-based strategies in both vocabulary and English 
structure. From this research we learn that often vocabulary acquisition may not be viewed as 
simply retention of words and their meanings, due to the many nuances of the English language. 
Teachers of English language learners must take all of these things into account as they 
incorporate research-based language acquisition strategies into their everyday instruction around 
their content areas in order to produce the best results for English language learners. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A: Pre- and Post-Tests 
Session A   Name_______________________________________________ 
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Process Vocabulary 







2. Listen to the story I will read to you and then answer the following questions about it. 
 





















English Structure: Complete Sentences.  
Write the answer to the following question using complete sentences.  
1. Explain what you have learned about slavery in America.  
Session 2 Pre/Post Test 
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Name_________________________________________________________ Date__________________ 
I. Academic Vocabulary 
Indicate the picture that best represents the word.  
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II. Process Vocabulary: Debate 
The teacher tells the class they will need to prepare for a debate. What will they be doing? 
a. The students will probably do research and decide if they are for or against an issue and why. They 
will have a discussion in which they explain and defend their position. 
b. The students will probably write an essay in Claim Evidence Analysis format. 
c. The students are going to do a presentation. 
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III. English Structure: capitalization rules/conventions 
 














washington, d.c.  
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Appendix B: Sample Lesson Plans 
Lesson 1 (Session A)  Date: 3.4.13 
Grade Level: 8   Language Levels: 1-3 
Time: 30 minutes  Content Area: Social Studies   
Materials:  













• Recognize word parts 
such as : -tion, -con, -
un, -al 
• Learn the meaning of 3 
vocabulary words  
• Use questioning and 
clarifying terns to 
initiate discussion with 
a partner 
Content Objectives: 
• Preview the content of 
the consitituion by 
taking a pretest with a 
partner 
• Share knowledge while 
making predictions and 
asking questions about 
pretest items of which 






















Warm-up: Building Background Knowledge: The students will look over the pretest they already took, 
this time with a  partner. They will discuss with their partner what they chose for each of the vocab 
pictures and WHY. (5 minutes) 
Lesson: 
1.  Watch Brainpop Video on the Constitution 
http://www.brainpop.com/socialstudies/ushistory/usconstitution/ (4 minutes) 
2. Read Modified version of this text: 
http://www.brainpop.com/socialstudies/ushistory/usconstitution/fyi/ (4 minutes) 
3. Introduce 3 vocabulary words: 
Constitution/unconstitutional 
Confederation 
Write the words on board, break into parts, practice reading prefixes/suffixes, discuss meaning,  
Change other words by adding –tion, un-, -al using word cards (9 minutes) 
 
Assessment: Take Brainpop quiz as a group, discussing the answers using the sentence frames 
introduced at the beginning of class. (8 minutes) 
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Lesson 3 (Session A)   Date: 3.10.13 
Grade Level: 8   Language Levels: 1-3 














• SWBAT categorize 
information with the 
support of visual clues 
Content Objectives: 
• SWBAT identify the 
three branches of 
government and 




















Warm-up: Review words studied in previous lesson. Rate prior knowledge about 3 branches of 
government/ask questions (3 minutes) 
Lesson: 
1. Present information in bulleted format.  (4 minutes) 
2. Student categorizes information into a “tree” with the support of visuals and teacher 
discussion. Student also will orally discuss this information. (7 minutes) 
3. Brainpop game: http://www.brainpop.com/games/checksandbalances/  and 
http://www.brainpop.com/games/branchesofgovernment/ 
 (5 minutes) 
 
Assessment: Student is able to use the sentence strips to explain at least one function of each of the 3 
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Executive Branch 
Led by president and cabinet 
• Makes treaties with other nations 
• Carries out laws 
• Vetoes Congress’ bill pass if he thinks they are wrong 
• Appoints judges in Judicial branch 
• Writes the budget 
 
Judical Branch 
Lead by Supreme Court 
• Interprets laws 




Congress (House of Representatives and Senate) 
• Makes laws 
• Can override a President’s veto by 2/3 vote 
• Can impeach a president or judge for misconduct 
• Must approve President’s choice of judges 
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Lesson 2.2 (Session B)  Date: 3.18.14 
Grade Level: 8   Language Levels: 1-3 
















• SWBAT use context to 
define unknown words 
Content Objectives: 
• SWBAT identify the Bill 
of rights and 
amendments 
Academic Vocabulary: 












Building background knowledge 
activities, preteaching 
vocabulary 
Warm-up: Discuss pre-test reasoning with a partner (5 minutes) 
Lesson: 
4. Building Background Knowledge: KWL chart/Bill of Rights (5 minutes) 
5. BBK: watch video: 
http://www.brainpop.com/socialstudies/usgovernmentandlaw/billofrights/ (5 min) 
6. Add to KWL chart from video (2 min) 
7. Marzano vocab notecards for Bill of Rights & Amend (3 min) 
8. Go back over video and pause to make a list of the rights on chart paper. Note important 





Assessment: Sentence frame: The Bill of Rights is important because__________ (2 min) 
 
Lesson 3.2-3.3 (Session C)  Date: 4.4.14 
Grade Level: 8   Language Levels: 1-3 
Time: 30 minutes  Content Area: Social Studies   
Materials:  
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Large Group Speaking 
Language Objectives: 
• Use regular past tense 
verbs 
• Learn the meaning of 3 
vocabulary words  
• Recognize that words in 
English can have two 
meanings 
Content Objectives: 
• Understand the role of 
the Supreme Court 
• Understand what 
political parties are and 
what some differences 
are 
























Warm-up: Review the branches of government information, focus on cabinet and supreme court 
words especially. Have students explain using poster info. (5 minutes) 
Lesson: 
1. BBK: Talk about how some words in English have two meanings (party, cabinet) examples: 
light, block, fly, judge…use illustrations to demonstrate this.  
2. Modified Text: Read “The U.S. Supreme Court” & Discuss 
3. http://www.congressforkids.net/Elections_politicalparties.htm 
4. http://www.uskidsmags.com/blog/2012/11/06/political-party-time/ 
5. Writing: I agree/disagree with __________political party because______________. 
6. Presidential cabinet: http://bensguide.gpo.gov/3-5/government/national/cabinet.html 
(model of organize information) 
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